Abstract Using an experimental auction, we explore how verifiable information affects the willingness to pay (WTP) for two climate friendly goods given the politicized climate change debate. We test whether the dissemination of (scientific) verifiable information lets subjects cut through the media noise. We define our baseline by first examining how noisy information (pro and con) about climate change affects WTP. We then consider how third party verifiable information within this noisy information affects WTP. Our results suggest subjects could cut through noisy information to process verifiable information. We find a significant WTP premium for climate protection. The verifiable information treatment increases the premium for both shade-grown coffee (by 51 %) and recycled paper (by 48 %). This suggests the WTP premium for climate change depends on the available information flow and the characteristics of the climate friendly good.
2004; Brossard et al. 2004; Dagnes 2010) . Climate change is presented as a Bdebate^in which both sides get equal billing. This creates significant noise about the actual facts surrounding climate change. To the extent that half the population says it does not believe climate change is real or attributes global warming to natural causes (Ray and Pugliese 2011 ). An open economic question is whether introducing Bverifiable information^about climate change will affect how people value goods produced in climate-friendly ways. Verifiable information is information which comes from an independent third party group that provides objective assessment of the benefits and costs including environmental risks (Huffman and Tegene 2002) . Such third party information has been shown to affect behavior significantly in other controversial markets such as genetically modified foods (Rousu et al. 2007 ).
Herein we design an experimental auction to explore how people's willingness to pay (WTP) for climate-friendly goods changes when we introduce Bverifiable information^into this noisy context. We differ from the literature as we attempt to discern the impact of verifiable, scientific information on the contested issue of climate change.
1 Scientific evidence is used to provide context to the controversial debate and to determine if verifiable information can mitigate the impact of noisy information. This paper uses an experimental auction to measure the change in willingness to pay for climate change when the participants are provided with scientific information. Our results suggest auction participants could cut through the noisy information to process verifiable information-we find a significant WTP premium for climate protection. The results show that without the verifiable information treatment, the participants still have a positive premium for green goods. The verifiable information treatment, however, increases the premium for shade-grown coffee by 51 % and increases the premium for recycled paper by 48 %.
The previous literature uses stated preference approaches (contingent valuation, choice experiment) to value the WTP for climate friendly goods. Given the evidence that people overstate the amount they are willing to pay when asked hypothetical valuation questions relative to when real money is on the line (e.g., Huang et al. 1997) , an experimental auction can overcome this potential problem. Because experimental auctions put people in an active market environment and address the non-market valuation by creating a market (Lusk and Shogren 2007) . Johnson and Nemet (2010) survey 27 studies and show that in these studies WTP for climate change policy lies in the range of $22-$437/household annually, with a median of $135. Our study shows that WTP can be increased substantially with scientific information on climate change. The WTP for climate protection is sensitive to the perceived characteristics of the climate friendly good. 1 Corbett and Durfee (2004) conduct an experiment and find that reader certainty about climate change is high when a story provides context, and they find that uncertainty is highest when controversy is present. Several papers document that willingness to pay (WTP) tends to be greater for environmentally friendlier products (Essoussi and Linton 2010), and numerous papers report that consumers reveal a positive WTP for environmental friendliness in food production (Baltzer 2003, Corsi and Novelli 2003) . Similar results are found for non-food products (Laroche et al. 2001 , Vlosky et al. 1999 . The literature on how information affects WTP typically focuses on eco-labeling. Studies about eco-labeling indicate that consumers prefer environmentally friendly goods, and they report a significant WTP exists for a premium in environmental products (Diederich and Goeschl, 2014 , Kotchen et al. 2013 , Achtnicht 2012 , Botzen and Van den Bergh, 2012 , Loureiro et al. 2002 , Johnston et al. 2001 , Nimon and Beghin 1999 . For instance, Loureiro et al. (2002) report an estimated premium for eco-labeled apples of around 5 %. Aguilar and Vlosky's (2007) paper is on consumer WTP for price premiums for environmentally certified wood products in the United States, and they report a 10 % WTP premium for certified items. In a similar study, Blend and Van Ravenswaay (1999) report a higher WTP premium for eco-labeled apples-they find a 10 % WTP premium.
Connection between climate protection and experimental goods
We use experimental auctions to test if verifiable information can cut through noisy information for climate change. Previous work inside and outside the lab has shown that information about the green characteristics of goods increases the consumers' willingness to pay (see for example Rousu et al. 2007; Loureiro et al. 2002; Johnston et al. 2001) . We follow up on this work and select two climate-related goods-organic coffee and recycled paper and investigate the impact of wider range information treatments on the willingness to pay premium. In establishing the WTP for climate change, we consider the connection between tree preservation and carbon abatement to discern the impact of verifiable, scientific information on the issue. The emission of greenhouse gases (GHG) is one of the most significant causes of climate change, and the greenhouse effect occurs when carbon dioxide and other gases warm the earth when they are trapped in the atmosphere (Shogren and Toman 2000) . Forests help fighting against climate change by storing and absorbing carbon (Schelling 1992) . A 2006 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) report denotes that trees are important in absorbing carbon dioxide from the environment as they are able to store greenhouse gases in their wood. This process is called carbon sequestration, and the report recognizes that the recycling of paper products allows more trees to remain standing in the forest, where they can continue to remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere.
We establish the WTP for climate protection through the auction of goods that preserve trees and goods that do not preserve trees. After receiving either noisy information or noisy information with verifiable scientific information, we determine if participants spend differently on green or standard goods. These goods are standard coffee versus shade-grown coffee and standard paper versus recycled paper. We argue our experimental green goods are related with tree preservation, and this allows us to determine a WTP for the mitigation of climate change through their relationship with carbon abatement.
Shade grown coffee is our first experimental good. This coffee is grown under the cover of several species of trees, usually on small farms using traditional techniques. Coffee is a small understory tree or shrub, and it has historically been grown amongst forest trees in the shade, but the coffee grown on sun plantations require significant deforestation. Shade farms help save forests as they preserve trees that sequester carbon from the atmosphere (see Blackman et al. 2008) .
Recycled paper is our second experimental good. According to the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF), recycling reduces the demand for wood by limiting the number of trees that are cut down to make paper. The EDF accepts that the recycling of paper reduces deforestation. They state that recycled paper substitutes for newly cut trees, reducing the pressure to convert natural forests and ecologically sensitive areas into tree plantations. An EPA report, BSolid Waste Management and Greenhouse Gases: A Life-Cycle Assessment of Emissions and Sinks^ (EPA 2006) , states that recycling decreases the emissions of greenhouse gases that contribute to global climate change. They argue that recycling reduces the demand for virgin wood and increases carbon sequestration.
Experimental design
Among others, Boykoff and Boykoff (2004) argue that partisan punditry and industrial lobbying distort how the American media treats the risks of climate change, and they argue the public does not receive a clear dissemination of scientific facts. Following Rousu et al. (2007) , we design an experiment to test whether survey participants' WTP is influenced by the information treatment they receive. This experiment is conducted to determine if the communication of scientific information would mitigate the impact of noisy information, change public opinion of the issue of climate change, and make actionable public policy more tenable.
We examine how different types of information affect bidding behavior through two different information treatments that contain three perspectives on climate change. Our perspectives are (1) noisy information for climate change (noisy for), (2) noisy information against climate change (noisy against), and (3) third party, verifiable scientific information (verifiable). Figures 1, 2 and 3 show the information provided by these three perspectives. Table 1 shows the applied information treatments in each session. We conducted six auction sessions. We randomly assigned Noisy information treatment to three auction sessions, and we assigned noisy information together with verifiable information to the remaining three sessions. We reverse the order that the noisy for and noisy against perspectives are presented in the replication sessions to avoid bias. Each session consisted of 13 to 22 participants. We conducted the experiments at the University of Wyoming and Hamilton College. We informed students on the email list that they would have the opportunity to participate in an experiment that would take about an hour, and they would receive $20. Figure 4 presents the 9 steps the monitors followed to administer the experiment for each session. In Step 1, the monitors greeted the participants, asked them to take a seat, and gave each a prepared packet with the experiment materials.
In
Step 2, the monitors explained the mechanics of the random nth-price auction to the participants (see Shogren et al. 2001) .
2 Two practice rounds familiarize bidders with the auction mechanism, followed by two auctions of bidding on the experimental products. To communicate the nth-price auction mechanism to the participants, the monitor explained the steps of the nth-price auction. The instructions also include a numerical example of an nthprice auction.
Step 3, the monitors explained the bidding process and the experimental goods in more detail. The participants understood that there would be a series of four auctions: the single candy bar auction, the multiple candy bar auction, the coffee auction, and the paper auction. The monitor also explained to the participants that only one of the auctions would be binding and that only one good was binding within an auction to ensure the participants have the same budget constraint when bidding on all the goods. This helps prevent a shift in the bids due to the availability of substitute goods. The participants completed a quiz to assess their understanding of the auction mechanism. Participants could ask any clarifying questions after the quiz.
Step 4, we introduced the first practice round in which participants bid on a Snickers bar. They are presented with information about the candy bar and were asked to submit a sealed bid for the good. The participants are not told who won the auctions. This is done so participants' do not distort their bids on the goods in the subsequent auctions.
In
Step 5, we introduced the second practice round which introduced the participants to bidding on more than one item. The participants are asked to bid on two candy bars: i) Snickers and ii) Milky Way. They are presented with an information sheet that has information about each candy bar. The bidding process is identical to the single candy bar auction, except now participants submit sealed bids for multiple items. Again the monitors collected and sorted the bids, and recorded the winner(s) without revealing the winner(s).
Climate Change Information -Noisy for Humans are contributing to this problem, and 97% of experts agree.
Introduction
While there have been variations in the climate throughout earth's history, the incredibly rapid warming of the planet and the increasing variability in weather patterns can't be explained by natural processes alone. Quite simply, human activities are directly increasing the quantity of greenhouse gases that are continually accumulating in our planet's atmosphere. These heat-trapping gases are at a record-high level compared to both the distant and recent past, and human beings are to blame. We have caused the problem with the emission of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases that we have released since the beginning of the Industrial Revolution, along with our practice of deforestation.
Human and Economic Impact
The problem of climate change is projected to only get worse, as the earth's temperature is expected to rise by 3 to 7 degrees Fahrenheit by the year 2100. This will make the effects of climate change only increasingly worse, as heat waves will be longer and more severe, and hurricanes will be more intense and frequent. This will only serve to hurt human health and economic activity because climate change will limit our opportunity to live a healthy life and to sustain a working economy. Fixing climate change actually would help the economy, because workers would be needed to build solar panels and wind turbines so we can reduce our emissions and continue production in the economy.
Environmental Impact
As the earth heats due to climate change, we will face changing precipitation patterns, the loss of biodiversity, rising sea levels, and a great deal of glacial ice melt. This means that species critical to the food web may well become extinct, and coastal cities will be threatened with higher sea levels and frequent, severe hurricanes. Locations away from the coast will face changing agricultural patterns and harsh heat waves.
Answer to the critics
Those who deny climate change are typically pushing a political agenda to profit the oil companies and energy conglomerates. They say reducing greenhouse gases will hurt the economy, but they are far too short-sighted; the effects of climate change will destroy our productive capabilities and hurt the economy far worse than any preventative measure. In fact, climate change may very well destroy our future ability to sustain agriculture or industry in several parts of the country. People that do not believe climate change is taking place ignore facts and sacrifice the future for the sake of short-term profit.
Quick Facts

1.
Global surface temperatures have increased 1.3 degrees Fahrenheit over the last 100 years. 2.
The time period from 2000 to 2010 was the warmest on record. 3.
The rate that temperatures increased from 1950 to 2000 is nearly double the rate of increase from 1900 to 1950.
4.
Climate change has caused rising sea levels, rising ocean temperatures, and increased acidification of the ocean. 5.
Precipitation patterns are changing, and hurricanes are becoming more severe. 6.
Rising temperatures have caused ice in the Arctic to melt, and glaciers and ice to melt throughout the rest of the world. 7.
There has been a loss in biodiversity, which can be catastrophic for the food web and our ecosystems.
What can we do?
In order to stop this problem, we have to change human behavior. Individually, protecting trees and reducing deforestation can help, as well as recycling, using compact fluorescent light bulbs, and keeping car tires inflated to the proper pressure. In stopping climate change, trees are especially important because they act as a carbon sink, preventing greenhouse gases from reaching the atmosphere. When using recycled paper products or items that encourage sustainable forestry practices and tree preservation, we slow climate change and protect human health and future economic wellbeing. In
Step 6, we introduced the information treatments. If the session was a noisy information treatment session, the monitor read out the conflicting essays on climate change ( Figure 1A : Noisy for, and Figure 2A : Noisy against). If the session is a verifiable information session, then Climate Change Information -Noisy Against It is not a problem, and humans are not responsible for changes in the climate Introduction While the scientific community likes to talk about climate change, not all experts agree that it is a problem, and fewer experts believe that humans are responsible for the observed changes in the climate. Greenhouse gases are blamed for climate change, but these scientific compounds are required for life on earth to exist in the first place. Adding more to the atmosphere simply is not going to destroy human life or the economy. Further, we cannot accurately predict the weather in three days, so we certainly cannot accurately predict the whole climate for one hundred years; computer models just are not that accurate.
Human and Economic Impact
While we might have to adapt to rising temperatures if climate change is real, the larger impact would be if we were forced to cut production in the present to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions. This would mean additional unemployment and reduced production, so all people, poor and rich, would suffer if we decreased our emissions of greenhouse gases. To sustain growth, reduce poverty, and provide opportunities to all people, we must continue to engage in the emission of greenhouse gases. Reduced economic growth would be far worse for the planet than the mere possibility of a warmer climate because people would have fewer opportunities at gainful employment.
Environmental Impact
If the earth warms, we will be able to adapt and offset any changes with technological advances and the increased production that we gain from continuing with our current economic behaviors. Any climate change that takes place is probably from natural factors anyway, and it would just mean that rising temperatures might cause a variation in sea levels or in precipitation patterns. We as a people are certainly capable of handling any of these changes as we move into the future, though it is not certain that any changes will take place.
Answer to the critics
The entire premise of climate change is flawed in the first place, as the climate has changed repeatedly throughout history, and there is simply no way that human beings are responsible for the recent warm trend. Just because we have released carbon dioxide, it does not mean we are killing the planet. We are improving life by producing electricity and useful products. Our way of life is reducing poverty, hunger, and unemployment, so it would be foolish to cut back on production when so many people are in need. Even if we did reduce our emissions, China and India will not, so we will just lose jobs to them. In that case, the climate change issue would not be improved much since China produces more carbon dioxide than we do, and we would simply just fall behind in the world economy while doing nothing to improve the planet. Some argue that the whole issue of climate change is simply a bunch of scientists seeking attention and grant money.
Quick Facts
1. Climate change might not even be a problem 2. Climate change might not be due to human activity. 3. Experts and governments recognize that natural factors impact climate change. The intensity of the sun or the wobble of the earth's orbit are just two examples. 4. Temperatures have increased over the last decades, but these changes have taken place since the time of the dinosaurs. 5. Fighting climate change will hurt the economy, because we will have to burn less fossil fuels in order to slow the emission of greenhouse gases. 6. Fighting climate change will hurt the United States in comparison with the developing world, as it is unlikely that India and China will reduce their emissions even if we do. 7. Biodiversity has changed, but species have gone extinct and changed since the beginning of time.
What can we do?
Those who believe climate change is taking place argue that we should save trees through the purchase of recycled products and items that promote sustainable forestry practices. Trees hold carbon, so they believe that practices that encourage saving trees will cause climate change to be slowed. Instead, those who disagree with climate change think that buying those products is a waste of money and an insult to those who want economic growth as it is more expensive to produce these goods. We are not sure that climate change is real or if humans are responsible, so buying products that save trees just slows growth, perpetuates the idea that climate change is real, and hurts our competitiveness in the world marketplace.
after reading the noisy information treatments, the monitor read the scientific, verifiable information treatment ( Figure 3A : Verifiable). Our idea is to examine whether the participants 
Source
The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change Scientific Information, with its source being the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a group of scientists that conducts its own studies, reviews worldwide research, and issues regular assess ment reports, special reports, and technical papers. According to the IPCC, "The IPCC's findings, because they reflect global scientific consensus and are apolitical in character, form a useful counterbalance to the often highly charged political debate over what to do about climate change.
Current evidence of climate change
Numerous long -term changes in the climate have been observed, including the occurrence of and increased intensity in extreme weather events like droughts, heavy precipitation, heat waves, and the intensity of hurricanes and cyclones. Heavy precipitation events have increased over most land areas. The intensity of hurricanes in the Atlantic has increased since 1970. Drying has occurred over large reasons, and this contributes to increased desertification. Water availability has decreased significantly in parts of impoverished Africa. Average Arctic temperatures have risen at almost twice the global rate in the last 100 years.
Temperatures at the top of the permafrost layer have risen by up to 3 degrees Celsius since 1980, and buildings in the Russian Arctic are collapsing because the permafrost under their foundations have melted. Glaciers are melting, and snow cover has decreased. Snow cover has decreased by 10% in the middle and high latitudes of the Northern Hemisphere since the 1960s. Mountain glaciers and snow cover has declined worldwide, and this contributes to increased sea levels. This glacial melt, largely from Greenland and Antarctica, is blamed for the 3.1 mm per year increase in sea levels worldwide. Glaciers are retreating. In Switzerland, glacial volume has decreased by two-thirds over the last century. Biological and physical processes are impacted.
Scientists observe over 420 impacts to physical processes and biological species because of climate change.
Growing seasons have lengthened in certain regions as climate change has taken place. Regional changes are taking place in the distribution and production of different species of fish. Many butterflies, beetles, dragonflies, and other insects are now living at higher latitudes than ever, in places where it was previously too cold for them to survive. Bugs are essentially migrating north. Egg-laying and mating seasons have been altered for many animals. Many plant species are migrating up mountains, and plant species that used to exist only on mountain tops have disappeared in places like the Alps. Increased acidification of the oceans.
Projected Future Effects of climate change
The consequences of climate change are projected to be disruptive to catastrophic. The minimum warming trend is projected to be twice that of the record increase that has taken place in the past century. Extreme storm events, floods, and droughts are predicted to be more common and more severe. Snow melt and glacial retreat will continue, and the Greenland ice sheet will continue to melt until it is entirely gone. This would cause sea levels to rise by up to 7m. Most of the world's endangered species (25% of mammals and 12% of birds) may become extinct over the next few decades as climate change threatens their habitats. Warmer temperatures will increase the threat from diseases like malaria. Crop yields will be reduced in places like the central United States.
Causes of climate change:
Increases in greenhouse gases in the atmosphere during the 20 th century have altered the balance of the atmosphere. Warming of the climate system is now unequivocal and can be attributed to human activity. Fig. 3 Climate change information -Verifiable could cut through the noise about climate change. We investigated the impact of verifiable information on the participants' WTP for climate protection in a noisy environment. After this, the monitor proceeds to the bidding rounds.
Step 7, the participants bid on the first experimental goods of standard coffee and shadecoffee. Shade coffee is the green good, and it was made clear to the participants that it encourages tree preservation. The monitor presented each participant with an information sheet that has information about each good. The bidding process was identical to the multiple candy bar auction, except now participants submitted sealed bids for the different types of coffee.
Step 8, participants bid on the second set of experimental goods: standard paper and recycled paper. The green good was recycled paper, and the monitors/instructions made it clear to the participants that purchasing this paper encouraged tree preservation. The monitor presented each participant with an information sheet that describes the types of paper. The bidding procedure was identical to the coffee auction.
Step 9-the final step, the monitor determined the binding auction and binding good. Once the binding auction and binding good were determined, the bidders were told whether they won the auction and the market-clearing price to pay.
3 A monitor wrote the winners and the market price on the chalkboard for everyone to see. All other participants paid nothing and received no product. We thanked all participants for their time and cooperation, and each participant received their cash and any goods they purchased.
Econometric estimation and results
Our estimation technique compares the differences in bids for those who have been exposed to verifiable-scientific information and for those who have not. Our results suggest verifiable information about climate change increases the WTP premium by 51 % for shade-grown coffee and by 48 % for recycled paper when compared to the treatment of strictly noisy information. This suggests the average participant processed the stronger signal generated by verifiable information. Figure 5 presents the difference in bids between shade-grown coffee and standard coffee, and the difference in bids between recycled paper and standard paper under different information treatments. The total number of participants was 102. The means of the bid differences and their standard deviations indicate that the participants' average premium for green goods is higher and standard deviations are lower when they receive verifiable information. The mean bids: standard coffee is $2.55, shade grown coffee is $3.51, standard paper is $2.51, and recycled paper is $3.32. The estimation of the average verifiable information treatment effect is done through standard OLS analysis. We describe the scientific information treatment as a binary random variable, taking a value of 1 for the participants who have received this treatment and a value
Step 7 Coffee auction: Standard vs Shade-grown
Step 8
Paper Auction:Standard vs Recycled
Step 9 Binding auction and good determined, money and items exchanged
Step 1
Consent form, introductory instructions, and participant survey
Step 2 Random nth-price auction explanation and quiz
Step 3
Explanation of the four auctions
Step 4 Practice round 1-single candy bar auction
Step 5 Practice round 2 -multiple candy bar auction
Step 6 Information TreatmentsOnly Noisy (against and for) or Noisy plus Verifiable 
assume that D 0i and I i are independent because we have randomly assigned I i to solve the selection problem. Following Angrist and Pischke (2008) , the estimate of the average treatment effect of verifiable information is obtained by
where ρ is the average treatment effect. We take the conditional expectation of (3), which yields
The second term in the brackets on the right hand side is the selection bias, and ρ now refers to the treatment effect. We expect the randomized trials to eliminate the selection bias.
We run regression (3) for the difference in coffee bids and the difference in paper bids separately. The information treatment dummy is zero when the subjects are given Bnoisy forâ nd Bnoisy against^together (noisy information treatment). This is analogous to the realistic situation of people being exposed to noisy information. The information treatment (I i ) is 1 when the subjects receive verifiable, scientific information along with the noisy information. Table 2 shows the estimated results for the difference in bids for the coffee and paper auctions in which the numbers in parentheses are the standard errors. 4 Examining the bid means, subjects pay more for green goods both under noisy information and noisy plus verifiable information. They pay more for tree preserving goods, but this difference increases when they are given verifiable information. All else being constant, subjects pay 0.51 cents more for environment friendly coffee when they are given verifiable information in advance.
For the paper auction the slope coefficient of 0.48 is slightly low compared to the coffee bids. Bidders might have perceived recycled paper as low quality paper when compared to the standard printing paper, though verifiable information increased the premium for both green goods. We purposefully selected a familiar and a less familiar item because perceived characteristics of goods are one of the main determinants of WTP. The difference in these effects between paper and coffee may be linked to the prior knowledge that subjects have about the characteristics of the different varieties of the two goods, however this difference is not big in our case.
of 0 for those who have not, I i = {0, 1}. D i refers to the difference in the bids between the green good and the standard good. In the coffee auction, D i is equal to the bid for shade grown coffee minus the bid for standard coffee for individual i. D i also represents the difference in bids in the paper auction, which we write as:
where D 1i -D 0i is the causal effect of the scientific information treatment on an individual. We
The estimated coefficients in regressions indicate that the verifiable information treatment has a significant effect on the bids for environmental goods. Introducing the verifiable information leads to a 51 % increase in the WTP premium for shade-grown coffee and a 48 % increase in the WTP premium for recycled paper. We observe an ordering effect when we change the order of the noisy information treatments. When we include ordering as an independent variable, this slightly reduces the estimated WTP premium. Rousu et al. (2007) explored the value of verifiable information in the context of genetically modified (GM) food. According to their study, the expected value of verifiable information is 2 cents per bag of tortilla chips, 4.4 cents per bottle of vegetable oil, and 6.4 cents for each bag of potatoes. Our results are similar, which suggests the bidding behavior of our sample of young adults was not that different from their sample from a broader community of buyers. We still treat our results as informative to understand a general reaction to climate-friendly goods, although limited given the sample.
5 Our results suggest a significant increase in the WTP for climate protection under a verifiable information exposure within a market auction. Verifiable information has an economic value in the climate debate.
Conclusion
We use an experimental auction to explore how verifiable scientific information on climate change affects the valuation of climate-friendly goods given background noise. We find an initial WTP premium exists for goods that encourage tree preservation, and the premium increases with verifiable information. Bidders with the verifiable information increase their premium by 51 % for shade-grown coffee, and by 48 % for recycled paper.
Relative to other goods valued in the literature, our 51 and 48 % premiums for environmentally friendly goods seem reasonable. The difference in bids (The mean bids: standard coffee is $2.55, shade grown coffee is $3.51, standard paper is $2.51, and recycled paper is $3.32) might be due to the participants' perceptions and prior knowledge about the quality of the recycled paper (see e.g., Huang et al. 1997; Whitehead 1995; Carson and Mitchell 1993; McConnell 1990) . Overall, our participants seemed able to process verifiable information in the context of noise to reveal a significant WTP premium for climate protection. This suggests that verifiable information can have a significant economic value in the climate change debate.
We recognize the key caveat in our work is the participants were young adults. Future work should expand the subject pool to different regions or countries to observe the effect of demographic and geographical differences on bidding behavior. This pilot study shows the potential for future research on the under explored value of verifiable information in climate protection in an experimental auction setting.
